IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
APPLICANT: SORKIN, Felix L. 

SERIAL NO.: 10/688,186 ART UNIT: 3635 

FILED: October 20, 2003 EXAMINER: Bergeron, R.C. 

TITLE: INTERSECTIONAL REINFORCING BAR SUPPORT WITH C-SHAPED CLAMPS 
Amendment A: DRAWING CLAIM AMENDMENTS 
Please substitute the enclosed Replacement Sheets showing Figs. 1 - 3 in place of the 
originally submitted drawings. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
APPLICANT: SORKIN, Felix L. 

SERIAL NO.: 1 0/688,1 86 ART UNIT: 3635 

FILED: October 20, 2003 EXAMINER: Bergeron, R.C. 

TITLE: INTERSECTIONAL REINFORCING BAR SUPPORT WITH C-SHAPED CLAMPS 

AMENDMENT "A" 

Director of the U.S. Patent 

and Trademark Office 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

In response to the Office Action of October 20, 2005, a response being due by January 20, 
2006, please enter the present amendments and consider the following remarks: 

REMARKS 

Upon entry of the present amendments, previous Claims 1-20 have been canceled and new 
Claims 21-35 substituted therefor. Reconsideration of the rejections, in light of the forgoing 
amendments and present remarks, is respectfully requested. The present amendments have been 
entered for the purpose of distinguishing the present invention from the prior art references. 

In the Office Action, it was indicated that Claims 1-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
1 03(a) as being unpatentable over the Anderson patent in view of the Padrum patent. The drawings 
were objected to because of numbering informalities. The specification was also objected to because 
item "34" was not disclosed in the specification. 
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As an overview to the present reply, Applicant has deleted previous Claims 1 - 20 and 



substituted Claims 21-35 therefor. The new independent claims are expressed herein in the form 

of new independent Claims 2 1 , 26, 28 and 3 1 . New independent Claim 2 1 emphasizes the C-shaped 

member which overlies "a top of the second rebar" and that the arm extends upwardly "and 

outwardly" from a bottom of a C-shaped member and also that the arm has "a lip" at the upper 

portion thereof so as to extend in a direction away from the top of the C-shaped member. 

Independent Claim 26 emphasizes the "first gusset" and the "second gusset" as connected to the 

clamping and support structure. Independent Claim 28 emphasizes the "first gusset" and the "second 

gusset" as affixed to the base and also the "flaired ends" extending upwardly the base. Independent 

Claim 31 emphasizes that the clamping structure has an upper surface "directly overlying a top of 

the second rebar" and that the apparatus is formed of a "nylon material". Applicant respectfully 

contends that these features serve to distinguish the present invention from the prior art combination. 

The importance of the C-shaped structure as overlying the top of the rebar was recited in the 

specification in paragraph [0041] as follows: 

FIGURE 3 shows a detailed view of the first clamping 
structure 1 6 of the concrete reinforcing bar support 1 0. In particular, 
it can be seen that the first clamping structure 16 includes the C- 
shaped member 26 and the arm 28 extending upwardly from the 
bottom 80 of the C-shaped member. A lip 82 is formed in the upper 
portion of the arm 28 so as to extend outwardly from the upper end 
84 of the C-shaped member 26. The space 86 between the lip 82 and 
the upper end 84 of the C-shaped member 26 should be less than the 
diameter of the rebar received within the interior 22 of the first 
clamping structure 16. As a result, the rebar can be placed into the 
space 86, pushed downwardly thereupon so that the flexibility 
between the arm 28 and the C-shaped member 26 allows the rebar to 
pass into the interior 22. The interior surface 88 of the C-shaped 
member 26 will serve to secure the rebar within the opening 22. 
Similarly, the curved upper end 84 of the C-shaped member 26 will 
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retain the rebar within the opening 22 during dragging tests. The rib 
36 is illustrated as extending around the exterior surface 90 of the C- 
shaped member 26. The rib 36 has a greater thickness at the bottom 
C-shaped member 26 than at the top thereof The gusset 40 is 
illustrated as formed centrally at the bottom 80 of the C-shaped 
member 26 and also joined to the side 42 of the support structure 14. 
The second clamping structure 1 8 has an identical configuration to 
that of the clamping structure 16, but positioned on the opposite side 
of the channel 20. 

In particular, the curved upper end of the C-shaped member serves to retain the rebar during 

dragging tests. The configuration of the lip 34 along with the arm 32 enhances the ability to direct 

the rebar into the receiving space within the C-shaped structure. 

The importance of the gussets, as attached to the underside of the clamping structures, was 

recited in the original specification in paragraph [0038] as follows: 

FIGURE 2 shows a side elevation view of the concrete 
reinforcing bar support 1 0. In particular, in FIGURE 2, it can be seen 
how the first clamping structure 1 6 is positioned in generally parallel 
relationship to the second clamping structure 1 8 on opposite sides of 
the channel 20. The gusset 40 is illustrated as joined to the side 42 of 
the support structure 14 and also joined to the underside 62 of the first 
clamping structure 1 6. Anther gusset 64 is joined to the underside 66 
of the second clamping structure 1 8 and is also joined to the opposite 
side 44 of the support structure 14. The use of the gussets 40 and 64 
greatly enhances the structural integrity of the clamping structures 1 6 
and 18 and serves to resist downwardly deformation. Additionally, 
during dragging tests, the forces imparted by the gussets 40 and 64 
greatly avoid the deformation and distortion of the clamping 
structures 1 6 and 1 8 such that the concrete reinforcing bar support 1 0 
can withstand conventional dragging tests. 

The gussets enhance the structural integrity of the clamping structures and serve to avoid 
deformation and distortion of the clamping structures during dragging tests. 

Relative to independent Claim 28, the importance of the gussets attached to the bottom of 
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the legs of the support structure and the flaired ends of the base of the support structure was recited 

in paragraph [0039] as follows: 

In FIGURE 2, it can be also seen that the base 12 has slightly 
upwardly flaired ends 68 and 70. These flaired ends 68 and 70 
enhance the ability of the concrete reinforcing bar support 10 to 
slightly slide during the dragging tests. As a result, the wire mesh 
and/or rebar can be suitably dragged without significant impairment 
or improper forces being imparted between the outwardly extending 
flaired ends 68 and 70 of the base 12. A gusset 72 is formed on the 
end 68 of base 12 and is joined to the exterior surface of the leg 48 at 
the bottom thereof. Similarly, gusset 50 is secured to the end 70 of 
the base 12 and also to the exterior surface at the bottom of leg 46. 
Once again, the use of gussets 50 and 72 greatly improves the 
structural integrity associated with the reinforcing bar support 10 of 
the present invention. 



The gussets improve the structural integrity of the reinforcing bar support between the base and the 
legs. The flaired ends of the base enhance the ability of the bar support to slightly slide during the 
dragging test. 



Finally, with respect to independent Claim 31, the importance of the nylon material was 

recited in the original specification in paragraph [0037] as follows: 

As can be seen in FIGURE 1, the first clamping structure 16 
and the second clamping structure 18 are positioned above the 
channel 20. In the present invention, the base 12, the support 
structure 14, the first clamping structure 16 and the second clamping 
structure 18 are integrally formed together of a nylon material. 
Experiments with the present invention have found that the water 
retention characteristic of nylon used for the formation of the concrete 
reinforcing bar support 10 adds benefits in an unexpected manner to 
the structure of the bar support 10. When used in association with 
concrete, nylon fibers within the matrix add strength to the concrete 
structure. The increased bond between the nylon material of the bar 
support 10 and the associated concrete improves the life cycle of the 
concrete structure. In other words, the use of such nylon material 
enhances durability and reduces maintenance costs when compared 
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to other forms of plastic material used for chairs, such as 
polyethylene, polypropylene, and polystyrene. The nylon fibers used 
within the concrete reinforcing bar support 10 provide an isotropic 
reinforcement that proactively inhibits cracking and adds long-term 
durability at relatively less costs than other reinforcing bar support 
materials. 

Unlike the prior art which forms the support structure of "general plastic", the present invention 
specifically utilizes nylon. Nylon enhances the durability and reduced maintenance costs. When 
used in the concrete environment, the nylon fibers inhibit cracking and add to long term durability. 
Specifically, this paragraph states that "Experiments with the present invention have found that the 
water retention characteristic of nylon used for the formation of the concrete reinforcing bar support 
10 adds benefits in an xmexpected manner to the structure of the bar support 10." [Emphasis 
supplied.] 

With respect to prior art patents, Applicant notes that the Anderson patent does not show the 
arm 32 nor the lip 34 extending from such arm. The Anderson patent lacks the gussets between the 
clamping structure and the support structure. Similarly, the Anderson patent lacks the use of the 
"flaired ends" and the "gussets" between the base and the support structure. There is no suggestion 
in the Anderson patent that such a bar support device is formed of "nylon" material. 

The Padrum patent shows a different type of intersecting bar support. The Padrum patent 
fails to show that there are "C-shaped member which overly the top of the rebar 14." It can be seen 
that the clamping members of the Padrum patent are separated from each other and serve to expose 
the very top of the rebar 14. During normal use, the failure to cover the top of the rebar 14 will 
cause the rebar 14 to separate from the clamping structure during dragging tests. In other words, it 
is quite easy for the rebar 1 4 to pull through the spaces between the separate flanges 32. The Padrum 
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patent also lacks the arm which extends outwardly from the bottom of the C-shaped member and has 
a lip extending outwardly therefrom. The Padrum patent neither shows nor suggests the gussets 
associated with the clamping structure nor the gussets associated with the connection between the 
base 18 and the support structure. The Padrum patent neither shows nor suggests the flaired ends 
of the base. The Padrum patent also fails to show the use of the "flaired end" of the base. 

The prior art combination of the Anderson and Padrum patents would lack the ability to 
withstand the "dragging tests" that are normally used to test the integrity of such bar support devices. 
In other words, because of the wide opening between the arms and the first rebar receiving structure, 
the second rebar B can be easily separated from the separate retaining arms. Similarly, in the 
Padrum patent, the second rebar 14 can easily be dislodged from its retained position by passing 
through the spaces between the separate flanges 32. The prior art combination would not show the 
combination of the C-shaped member and the upward and outwardly extending arm. There would 
be no teaching or suggestion in either the Anderson or Padrum patents as to why such an arm (as 
shown in the Padrum patent) should, in any way, be combined with the structure of the Anderson 
patent. Additionally, and fiirthermore, the prior art combination would lack the gussets as claimed 
in the present invention, lack the flaired ends of the base, and would lack the nylon material of the 
present invention. As such, the prior art combination would not show those inventive features as 
described in new independent Claim 2 1 , 26, 28 and 3 1 herein. On this basis, Applicant respectfully 
contends that independent Claims 2 1 , 26, 28 and 3 1 are patentably distinguishable from the prior art 
references, individually or in combination. 

Dependent Claims 22- 25 herein correspond, respectively, to the limitations found in original 
Claims 4-7. Dependent Claim 27 correspond to the limitations of original dependent Claim 9. 
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Dependent Claims 29 and 30 correspond, respectively, to the limitations found in original dependent 
Claims 13 and 14. Dependent Claims 32 - 35 correspond, respectively, to the limitations found in 
original dependent Claims 16-19. 

Relative to the formality objections. Applicant has revised the original illustration so as to 
show the reference numeral "5 1 " as indicating the gussets associated with the base. Applicant has 
also revised the specification accordingly. Applicant has corrected for the other errors that appeared 
in the original specification. 

Based upon the foregoing analysis. Applicant contends that independent Claims 21, 26, 28 
and 3 1 are now in proper condition for allowance. Additionally, those claims which are dependent 
upon these independent claims should also be in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the 
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rejections and allowance of the claims at an early date is earnestly solicited. Since one new 



independent claim has been added above those originally paid for, an additional fee of $100 is 



enclosed herewith. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Reg. No. 30,627 
Andrew W. Chu 
Reg. No. 46,625 
Attorney for Applicant 
Egbert Law Offices 
412 Main Street, 7th Floor 
Houston, Texas 77002 
(713)224-8080 
(713)223-4873 fax 



Date 
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